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because Heavenly Father could withhold agency does
not mean he does so. The proffered solution to this nonparadox (see page 21) is to suggest that if clients accept
that "opinion, rather than direct revelation, has at times
been the foundation of common LOS beliefs on this
topic, clients could then be free to develop a solution
which seems logical and consistent with their beliefs"
(Broadbent, 2000, p. 21).
Does this mean that clients who want to should
ignore church teachings and make it up as they go?
I believe there is another explanation and another
solution. The majority of members are not worried
about God's omniscience because they perceive, correctly, that it does not diminish their agency. They know
they enjoy an innate ability to choose, even when they
might not like the options they have to choose from or
when they might not have the means to effect the realization of their desire or even when they might not feel
like making a choice at alL And they know that
Heavenly Father's ability to see the end from the beginning makes him God, and not just a very efficient predictor or an extraordinarily good guesser.
I think Sister Broadbent (p. 24) too easily dismisses
Elder Neal A. Maxwell's explanation: "the simultaneity
of God's knowledge does not impinge on our free agency
because we do not know what is to come:' The only way
foreknowledge could impact on our choices is if we ourselves possessed that foreknowledge. What could be
simpler? Do we doubt that Heavenly Father has a perfect memory? Yet I dont blame my past choices on him
just because he remembers so well how I chose, so why
would I blame my future choices on him just because he
perfectly foresees the choices I'm going to make? These
worries result from faulty thinking, not from a faulty
divine Plan of Happiness. And the question is easily
resolved without losing faith in God's divinity.
However, Sister Broadbent quoted a number of
church members who seemed to support the either-or
approach to foreknowledge and agency; some of those
quotes were even from authorized church leaders.
Nevertheless, I believe an examination of those particular quotes will reveal that the church leaders were
addressing a different question. They were not asking
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appreciated M. Ardell Broadbent's article in the Fall
2000 AMCAPJournal,"Factor Analysis of Theological
Constructs Related to Fatalism and Free Will;' which
addressed the role of determinism in the lives and beliefs
of Latter-day Saints. I am glad the LOS church encourages free discussion of God's nature and the nature of
human existence. I agree that some members worry that
their agency is compromised by God's omniscience,
thinking that Heavenly Father's perfect foreknowledge
of how we will choose somehow diminishes the reality
that he stands back and lets us make the choices. I also
agree with Sister Broadbent that such worries might
tempt some of the same members to adopt either a
debilitating sense of helplessness or perfectionism,
which makes the question a legitimate clinical concern
and a subject for the AMCAP Journal.
However, I think the conclusions of this study are
based on the flawed premise that the two principles are
mutually exclusive, that God's omniscience does in fact
undermine free will, and that only the minority of
church members who think more deeply see this fact.
Sister Broadbent predicts cognitive dissonance (p. 21)
when respondents first agree with the statement, "I
would not serve a God that had not all wisdom and
power;' and then disagree with the statement, "I believe
in hard-determinism; every action is determined, and
there is no such thing as free will:'
To me, these are not synonymous statements - just
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if Divine Foreknowledge detracts from Moral Agency,
they were asking if Divine Foreknowledge detracts
from God's own Eternal Progression. How can God
learn any new thing if he already knows everything?
Both quotes (p. 20) defining the "limited omniscience"
position (quotes from President Brigham Young and
Elder Hugh B. Brown) focused exclusively on this
question, and did not relate to the impact of God's
foreknowledge on humanity's agency.
Sister Broadbent went on to address this quite different question seemingly without alerting the reader that
she had changed the subject. She described how members disagree regarding whether God is "inside" or "outside" time. If LDS church leaders teach that God takes
up a specific amount of space and occupies a particular
spatial location just as we do, does that mean they are
then willing to go on to say he also experiences time
from moment to moment as we do? Eternal Progression
does denote an unavoidable change over time, yet we
certainly believe that God is the same yesterday, today,
and forever (Hebrews 13:8; D&C 20:12, 35:1).
How do we resolve this (quite different) paradox? I
believe Sister Broadbent too quickly dismissed Elder
Bruce R. McConkie's explanation:

doctrine. Although President Brigham Young was cited
as supporting "limited omniscience;' he clearly taught
Uournal of Discourses 6: 291) that there is no real conflict
between the doctrines under consideration:
Foreordination, for instance, and free grace are both true
doctrines; but they must be properly coupled together
and correctly classified, so as to produce harmony
between these two apparently opposite doctrines.

We might disagree over what President Young was saying, but clearly he was not saying that foreknowledge
negates agency.
I don't believe "soft-determinism" is the answer. It
would not help clients to say that since Heavenly
Father doesn't really know what is to come, that we are
not really accountable for the choices we make. So
many clients are already struggling with the doubt that
anyone, even God, can understand what they are going
through or can release them from the chains that bind
them. What a disservice to them to suggest that the
God of Heaven is really no more than a very good
guesser! Nothing we say as therapists should ever
diminish faith in an omniscient God who has the
knowledge and power needed to save his children. Of
course that leaves therapists with greater accountability. But I would personally rather admit the willful misuse of my agency to a merciful Heavenly Father than to
try to convince him that knowing he was watching me
somehow made me less accountable. That's a pretty
weak alibi!
If our clients are literally obsessing over such questions, the best we can do is identify it as maladaptive
behavior-and treat the obsessional disorder. On the
other hand, if they are prayerfully seeking a better
understanding of eternal life, we should encourage them
in their quest and testify that the truth can be comprehended, and that it is taught by the Church. We should
recommend the words of living prophets, who without
exception have preached the omniscience of God and
the accountability of man. There is a reason for that.

It should be realized that God is not progressing in
knowledge, truth, virtue, wisdom, or any of the attributes
of godliness. he has already gained these things in their
fullness. But he is progressing in the sense that his creations increase, his dominions expand, his spirit offspring multiply, and more kingdoms are added to his
domains (quoted in Broadbent, 2000, pp. 22-23)

That is, God's nature is not changing over time, even if
there is change over time in other areas of his experience.
If two church leaders seem to concentrate on one
aspect of eternal life at the apparent expense of another
aspect, it does not mean that one of these leaders is right
and the other wrong - or that no one really understands. I imagine we can find other quotes from the
same authorities which support the other side of the
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